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SUMMARY

This Resource Management Plan (RMP) identifies the resources to be managed on the Nevada Test
and Training Range (NTTR), the level of protection they are to be provided, and what use of
resources is appropriate on an area withdrawn for the specific mission of testing weapons systems
and training ground and aircrews for combat readiness. Basic restrictions are necessary to fulfill this
mission and are stated in the body of this analysis.

The Appropriate Management Level (AML) for wild horses in the Nellis Herd Management Area
(HMA) will be adjusted to 500, with gathers planned on a four-year cycle. The herd will be reduced
to 300 through captures and removals to enable maintenance of the AML until the fourth year when
the next scheduled gather will occur. Removal numbers may vary if a shorter or longer gather cycle
is implemented. The previous AML for this HMA was set at 1,000. The adjustment to 500 is being
made to more effectively balance multiple-use demands on range resources and to reduce possible
adverse impacts to critical resources. Reducing the AML from 1,000 horses to 500 horses will allow
for a more equitable distribution of critical range resources (water and forage) between wildlife and
wild horses, and will provide for improved range and riparian conditions. Based on current range
conditions, water is the limiting factor for supporting herd numbers. Adequate water is available to
sustain the 500 head, even under severe drought conditions. Additional waters may be developed to
provide for more even distribution of animals while maintaining them within the HMA. These water
sources would also provide beneficial use for wildlife. Future water improvements and/or
adjustments to the AML would require additional National Environmental Policy Act analyses and
coordination including, but not limited to, the Air Force, Nevada Division of Wildlife, Nevada State
Engineer, Nevada Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses, National Wild Horse Association,
and other stakeholders.

In addmon to improved range conditions and more equxtable distribution of range resources, adjusting
the AML to 500 will decrease conflicts with critical Air Force mission operations by dnscouragmg
wild horse drift outside the core area within the HMA, decreasing the probability of wild
horse/military vehicle accidents, and reducing the incidence of emergency access requests associated
with water or forage shortages, such as emergency gathers; maintenance and repair of water sources,
and emergency veterinary care. Emergency access for wild horse management is not always available
to the BLM due to personnel safety considerations, national security issues, and mission operations.
The NTTR ranges have been closed to public access under Public Law 106-65, Military Lands
Withdrawal Act of 1999. The basis of this decision is threefold: (1) to protect the publlc from injury
due to ordnance hazards; (2) to ensure national security is not compromised; and (3) to ensure that
military programs can be conducted without disruption. All non-mission activities requiring access
are evaluated with safety, security and mission being the primary considerations. As free access
cannot always be guaranteed, a reduced AML will reduce the incidence and criticality of emergency
access needs; thereby allowing greater flexibility in meeting resource management needs.

Finally, a reduced AML of 500 will allow resource managers greater flexibility in implementing
responsible environmental stewardship by providing a necessary buffer to accommodate mandated
or unforeseen changes in management directives, such as budget reductions for herd gathers or
long-term range restrictions due to national emergency.

The following summary Tables (S1 and S2) present a comparison of all the alternatives and impacts
of each alternative as compared to the no action alternative or alternative A. The components of the
various alternatives are summarized in Table S1 and further described in Chapter 2. The impacts
anticipated are summarized in Table S2 and are more fully detailed in Chapter 4.




Table S-1 Summary of Alternatives

Program

Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Air Resource
Management

Not Addressed, but we are following
CCDAQM regulations and ensuring
compliance with the Clean Air Act

Ensure that actions in the planning area
do not violate local, state, tribal and
Federal air quality laws, regulations, and
standards.

Soil Resource
Management

Soils will be managed to maintain or
improve rangeland productivity and to
minimize present and potential wind and
water erosion,

Assess erosion conditions and reduce
erosion and sedimentation while
maintaining or where possible enhancing
soil productivity through the maintenance
and improvement of watershed conditions.

Water Resource
Management

Water quality will be maintained or
improved in accordance with federal and
state standards. Consultations will be
under-taken with the state agencies for
proposed projects that may significantly
affect water quality. BLM, in consultation
with the Air Force, will apply for water
rights with the State of Nevada for use by
wild horses, wildlife, and livestock.

Maintain the quality of waters presently in
compliance with state and/or federal water
quality standards.

Ensure availability of adequate water to
meet management objectives including the
recovery and/or re-establishment of
Special Status Species.

Riparian Management

Protect and, if necessary, to improve and
restore the condition of riparian areas.

Maintain a desired plant community that
provides vegetation and habitat for
wildlife, fish, and watershed protection,;
ensure that all riparian areas are in proper
functioning condition (PFC) by achieving
an advanced ecological status, except
where resource management objectives
require an earlier successional stage.
Manage vegetation consistent with
vegetation management objectives.

Vegetation
Management

Maintain existing species diversity and
composition at existing ecological stages,
except in disturbed and riparian areas.
Maintain a static-to-upward trend in
vegetation characteristics through control
of grazing levels.

Maintain or improve the condition of
vegetation on withdrawn public lands to a
Desired Plant Community or to a Potential
Natural Community,

Restore plant productivity for desired
species on disturbed areas.

Visual Resource
Management

Maintain the integrity of visual resources
in the natural areas.

Protect visual resources in the planning
area while allowing for development.

Same as A

Areas of Critical
Environmental
Concern

Protect officially recognized natural areas.
Protect the Timber Mountain Caldera
ACEC.

Change the boundary of the Timber
Mountain designated ACEC to reflect
PL106-65, and protect that ACEC.




Alternative C Alternative D Proposed

Same as B Same as B Same as B
Same asB Same as B
Same as B Same as B
Same as B Same as B
Same as B Same as B
Same as A Same as A
Same as B Same as B




Program

Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Fish, Wildlife and
Special Status Species
Management

Manage wildlife habitat for maximum
wildlife value.

Protect threatened and endangered wildlife
and their habitat.

Support viable and diverse wildlife
populations by providing and maintaining
sufficient quality and quantity of food,
water, cover, and space to satisfy needs of
wildlife species using habitats on
withdrawn public land.

Evaluate wildlife habitat quality and
quantity on the NTTR and where
appropriate re-establish appropriate native
fauna (including naturalized species) to
historic use areas, and/or increase
population numbers in current use areas.
Manage habitat for special status species
at the potential natural community or the
desired plant community, according to the
need of the species. Manage habitat to
maintain and/or increase the total number
of populations of federally listed species
and/or the number of individuals in
existing populations, so the requirements
for de-listing or down-listing species under
the Endangered Species Act will be
achieved. Manage habitats for non-listed
special status species to support viable
populations so that future listing would not
be necessary.

Forest Resource
Management

The sale of forest products are not
authorized in the planning area.

Same as A

Livestock Grazing
Management

The NTTR will continue to be closed to
livestock grazing except for that portion of
the Bald Mountain Allotment in the
Groom Mountain Range.

The Naquinta Springs Allotment is closed
to all livestock grazing,

Provide for continued grazing of domestic
livestock (cattle), from March 1 to
February 28 on only the withdrawn
portion of the Bald Mountain Allotment.
The Naquinta Springs Allotment, and the
remainder of the planning area will
remain closed to all livestock grazing.
Establish a grazing management system
that may include rest rotation, deferred
rest rotation, or other management
approaches to meet specific resource
management objectives.

Manage allotments open to grazing with
the "selective management" approach (i.c.,
maintenance (M), improvement (I), or
custodial (C).




Alternative C Alternative D Proposed

Same as B Same as B Same as B

Same as A

Same as B




Program

Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

- Wild Horse and Burro | Maintain and manage populations of wild, | Alternative B redefines the HA and the
Management free-roaming horses only on the NWHR. | HMA to be identical in size at 1,330,540
Maintain the Nevada Test and Training | acres, which includes all of the northern
Range as a burro-free area. planning area north of Pahute Mesa and
Achieve a thriving ecological balance | west of the Belted Range and Sand
consistent with other resource values. Springs Valley. This HA is coincident
with the estimated 1971 HA. Forage and
water supplies within a 474,370 acres
subunit of the HAV/HMA would be used to
calculate the herd’s appropriate
| management level. Eighteen of the twenty
perennial water sources would be available
to the horses.
Manage for healthy, genetically viable
herd at current AML of 600-1,000 horses
in a thriving ecological balance with other
rangeland resources.
Maintain the wild, free-roaming character
of the wild horses on the public lands.
Cultural Resource Cultural resources will be managed to | Identify and protect cultural and
Management conserve and protect the full array of | paleontological resources in conformance
archaeological, historical, paleontological, | with applicable legislation and BLM and
natural history, and socio-cultural | Air Force policy and guidance.
resources present in the planning area.
Lands Management The NTTR will remain closed to the | Same as A
general public. Permits for access to the
planning area are provided by the Air
Force for specific purposes and will be
subject to security clearances, scheduling
and safety constraints.
Recreation Access restrictions on the NTTR preclude | Continue to allow hunting on the 26-
Management all unrestricted recreational opportunities | square-mile area on Stonewall Mountain.
in the planning area, except that bighorn | Access restrictions on the NTTR preclude
sheep hunting is allowed on stonewall | all other unrestricted recreational
Mountain. opportunities in the planning area.
Wilderness The NTTR planning area does not contain | Same as A
Management any land that meets the minimum criteria

for consideration as a wilderness study
area. No areas will be recommended for
management as wilderness.




Alternative C Alternative D Proposed

This alternative also | Remove all horses from the NTTR. Manage for a healthy, genetically viable
revises the mapped herd of 300-500 wild horses in a natural,
1971 wild horse herd thriving ecological balance with other
area to include most of rangeland resources.

the NTTR North Range. Maintain the wild, free-roaming character
However, it is proposed of the wild horses on the withdrawn public
to define a smaller lands.

HMA that encompasses Adjust the existing AML based on water
a total of approximately availability in the core area (see Figure 2-
325,220 acres, and this 1) in accordance with the military mission
HMA would be used to and overall safety where interactions with
calculate the AML for horses may occur.

the proposed HMA.

Same as B Same as B Same as B

Same as A Same as A Same as A

Same as B Same as B Same as B

Same as A Same as A Same as A




Program Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B

Minerals Management | Pursuant to PL 106-65, the Nellis Air | Provide for the orderly extraction of sand
Force Range (now NTTR) is withdrawn | and gravel by the Air Force for use within
from all forms of appropriation under the | the NTTR.
mining laws and the mineral leasing and | Provide the BLM with an annual
the geothermal leasing laws.Mineral | production report of the amount of free use
extraction would remain limited to sand | material removed from each borrow pit on
and gravel quarrying by the Air Force or | the NTTR.
its contractors to support the development | Use appropriate environmental standards
of on-site infrastructure. Sand and gravel | to allow for the preservation and
would be removed from more than five | enhancement of fragile and unique
existing borrow pits, three new pits on | resources.
previously disturbed sites, and from three
sites in previously undisturbed areas. The
area directly affected by these borrow pits
is about 838 acres, including past and
proposed quarrying activities.

Hazardous Materials Not addressed Prevent hazardous materials

Management contamination and support environmental

restoration and groundwater
characterization activities.
Fire Management ‘The BLM will conduct fire management | Provide for fire management as well as

activities on the NTTR in accordance with
the Fire Management Reciprocal
Agreement between the Air Force and
BLM.

prescribed fire for fuel reduction and
resource enhancement purposes, following
g}lidelines in the approved National Fire
Plan.

The BLM will conduct fire management
activities on the NTTR in accordance with
the Fire Management Reciprocal
l?I%r}‘iement between the Air Force and




Alternative C Alternative D Proposed
Same as B Same as B Same as B
Same as B Same as B Same as B
Same as B Same as B

Same as B
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Table S-2 Summary of Impacts

Program Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B

Air Resource Air Force training and testing programs | Same as A

Management do not significantly degrade air quality in
or out of the non-attainment area.

Soil Resource Implementation of standard management | Alternative B provides broad direction to

Management practices should sustain the soil resource, | conduct soil inventories and assessments.

. reduce accelerated erosion, and identify | To a large degree, this alternative is not
areas where rangeland productivity could | functionally different than Alternative A.
be enhanced, or at least maintained. The analysis of the environmental

: consequences are identical.

Water Resource Recent water quality sampling indicates | Same as A

Management water standards are being met. This
alternative is not expected to cause any
significant effects to the planning area’s
groundwater resources or aquifer systems.

Riparian Management | It is well documented that wild horses use | Unfenced riparian areas in the AML
riparian areas, regardless of the size of the | determination unit are likely to remain
horse population. Habitat quantity and | degraded. They are few and small in
quality would decline, potentially | number, but are attractants for wildlife and
decreasing riparian functional status. wild horses because they provide water

and forage with higher nutrient quality.

Vegetation This Alternative proposes to maintain | This Alternatives provides greater

Management existing species diversity and composition | management flexibility to achieve desired
at existing ecological stages. Communities | plant communities, based on resource
respond to fluctuating environments, thus, | management objectives for a specific
they are not static. They will change | landscape. This approach is likely to
composition and diversity with time. maximize potential benefits for other

resources (e.g., riparian, wildlife, wild
horses) in the planning area.

Visual Resource This Alternative will have no significant | Same as A

Management effects or consequences.

Areas of Critical The Timber Mountain Caldera is the only | Same as A

Environmental recognized ACEC in the planning area.

Concern There are no regular Air Force or BLM
activities in the Timber Mountain Caldera.




Alternative C Alternative D Proposed

Same as A Same as A Same as A

Same as B Same as B Same as B

Same as A Removal of wild horses will provide | Same as A

additional water for native species

Same as B - Same as B Same as B

Same as B Same as B Same as B, but decreasing the AML to
300-500 horses will reduce the current
level of impact the wild horses are having
on vegetation resources.

Same as A Same as A Same as A

Same as A Same as A Same as A

S2-2




Program

Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Fish, Wildlife and
Special Status Species
Management

Alternative A should benefit wildlife
populations and habitat, if fully
implemented. Alternative A provides no
management guidelines for species of
concern (SOC), particularly flora that
could become listed as threatened or
endangered, if perceptions about rarity and
threats to survival are accurate. The
absence of any focus on SOC could result
in populations suffering undetected and
needless declines, with species eventually
being considered as candidates for listing
as threatened or endangered.

Under Alternative B, the effects of wild
horses on wildlife habitat are expected to
be no worse, and hopefully substantially
better than Alternative A.

Alternative B directs more attention to
high profile species (e.g., bighorn sheep,
antelope, sage grouse, raptors) and habitat
types (riparian) than Alternative A. This
should better focus management efforts on
issues with the highest importance.

The sale of forest products are not

Forest Resource Same as A
Management authorized in the planning area.

Therefore no impacts will occur.
Livestock Grazing Authorized grazing will continue in the | Same as A

Management

withdrawn portion of the Bald Mountain
Allotment, but security access restrictions
exist that make it difficult to complete
resource assessments, inventories, and
monitoring,

Wild Horse and Burro
Management

Implementing Alternative A is difficult
based on current use patterns of the
animals and the established HMA. Horses
(1,000-1,200) are using an extensive
acreage outside of the HMA.

Implementation would balance the herd’s
AML of 600-1,000 with available water
and forage, from sources that have the best
dependability. This should result in a
healthier horse herd and a thriving
ecological balance with native species.

Cultural Resource
Management

The National Historic Preservation Act
necessitates that all Federal agencies take
into account the effects of their
undertakings on any district, site, building,
structure, or object that is included in or
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.
Cultural resources that are not included in,
or eligible for inclusion in, the NRHP do
not require protection and preservation
under the law.

Same as A




Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed

Same as B

Alternative D should provide the most
benefit for wildlife habitat. Removal of all
wild horses would eliminate any potential
competition with bighorn sheep, antelope,
and mule deer. The extent to which these
populations would increase, or if they
would increase at all, is unknown.
Relationships among these ungulates in
the planning area are uncertain.

Same as B

Same as A

Same as A

Same as A

Same as A

Same as A

Same as A

This alternative could
minimize conflicts with
the Air Force mission.
Except for the springs
in the Cactus Range, the
water sources located in
the Alternative C HMA
are the same as in
Alternative B.

Removal of the wild horses would

eliminate periodic conflicts between the
Air Force’s training and testing mission
and the BLM’s mandate to manage wild
horses. No horses would have to needlessly
endure long periods of thirst, and/or
slowly die of thirst. Also, the potential for
accidental collisions between horses and
vehicles would end.

Similar to Alternative B, but decreasing
the AML to 300-500 will insure adequate
forage and water resources for the horses.
Implementation would balance the herd’s
population size with available water and
forage, from sources that have the best
dependability. This should result in a
healthier horse herd and a thriving
ecological balance with native species.

Same as A

Same as A

Same as A
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Program Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B
Lands Management The planning area is closed to the general | Same as A
public. The two areas being returned to the
BLM from the Air Force were not part of
the 1999 renewal of the NTTR, and are
outside the planning area. No additional
land areas in the planning area are
planned for return to the BLM during the
duration of the existing withdrawal. The
planning area is reserved for military use,
but rights-of-way can traverse the
planning area, subject to approval by the
Secretary of the Air Force.
Recreation Hunting for bighorn at Stonewall | The annual harvest of bighorn sheep is
Management Mountain is the only recreational activity | determined by the NDOW, and is based on
allowed in the planning area. This hunting | the annual population census. Hunters are
is allowed as a mitigation for the Air | restricted to locations where they can
Force’s 1986 Groom Range withdrawal. | camp and travel. These restrictions,
All other areas are permanently closed to | combined with the low number of hunters,
recreation, for safety and security reasons. | are expected to prevent hunters from
traveling off-road and establishing new
two-track roads that disturb habitat and
increase the potential for noxious weeds
becoming established at Stonewall
Mountain,
Wilderness There are no impacts to wilderness since | Same as A
Management no Wilderness Study Areas exist in the
planning area
Minerals Management | An Environmental Assessment concluded | Same as A
sand and gravel quarrying would have no
significant adverse impacts. There are 70
known borrow pits of which 11 are active.
Hazardous Materials Alternative A does not address the | This alternative attempts to minimize the
Management management of contaminants. It provides | impacts of hazardous materials by

no guidance about how to manage
hazardous materials in the planning area.

adhering to best management practices
(BMPs) associated with the regulations
that implement existing laws. These are
addressed in Nellis Air Force Base’s
HAZMART pollution prevention process.
This alternative also requires a full NEPA
analysis for all proposed actions, including
an evaluation for hazardous materials,
waste minimization, and pollution
prevention.




Alternative C Alternative D Proposed
This alternative also | Remove all horses from the NTTR. Manage for a healthy, genetically viable
revises the mapped herd of 300-500 wild horses in a natural,
1971 wild horse herd thriving ecological balance with other
area to include most of rangeland resources.
the NTTR North Range. Maintain the wild, free-roaming character
However, it is proposed of the wild horses on the withdrawn public
to define a smaller lands.
HMA that encompasses Adjust the existing AML based on water
a total of approximately availability in the core area (see Figure 2-
325,220 acres, and this 1) in accordance with the military mission
HMA would be used to and overall safety where interactions with
calculate the AML for horses may occur.
the proposed HMA.

Same as B Same as B

Same as A Same as A

Same as B Same as B

Same as A Same as A




Program

Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Fire Management

Implementation of Alternative A focuses
on fire suppression actions, once a fire has
been ignited. It does not address problems
associated with increasing fuel loads, the
potential invasion of annual grasses
following a wildfire, or potential
opportunities to reduce the risk of
catastrophic wildfires through controlled
vegetation manipulations. The focus on
only fire suppression does not permit the
BLM (or the Air Force) to minimize
potential adverse effects from wildfires on
a suite of resources (e.g., wildlife habitat,
water resources, wild horses). Adverse
impacts may occur because fires will occur
at sizes, intensities, and/or frequencies that
alter the quality and/or quantity of forage
and habitat

Alternative B ensures the BLM and Air
Force would jointly develop a
comprehensive fire management program
that includes: 1) reducing the risk of
ignition; 2) decreasing the potential for
large catastrophic fire in PJ woodlands;
and 3) decreasing the potential for
conversion of tree- and shrub-dominated
rangelands to cheatgrass. Increased
management flexibility is expected by
focusing fire management on efforts to
reduce the risk of unwanted fires, while
maintaining cooperation between the BLM
and the Air Force for the suppression of
fires that occur.




Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed

Same as B

Same as B

Same as B

S2-8




CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 GENERAL INFORMATION

This document, the Proposed Nevada Test and Training Range (NTTR) Resource Management
Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement,- hereafter referred to as The Plan, will provide
management guidance for approximately 1.5 million acres of public land administered by the Bureau
of Land Management (BLM), but withdrawn from public access for military use (Figure 1-1). The
NTTR is considered the best training facility of its kind in the world. Allied air crews from throughout
the world come to this site for quality training almost year round. Public Law 106-65, approved
October 5, 1999, renewed the withdrawal for a period of 20 years. The plan is prepared subject to
Sections 102 and 202 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 that
requires the secretary of the Interior to develop land use plans for all public lands and to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 mandating that Federal agencies prepare Environmental
Impact Statements (EIS) for major Federal actions. Since development of a Resource Management
Plan is a large-scale Federal action, an Environmental Impact Statement was completed. The Plan
conforms to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing National
Environmental Policy Act requirements (40 Code of Federal Regulations 1500-1508).

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The Plan identifies the resources and analyzes alternatives for long-term management of the NTTR,
at a the level of protection that is appropriate for an area withdrawn for the specific mission of
training pilots for combat readiness. Basic restrictions are necessary to fulfill this mission and are
stated in the body of this analysis. The Plan addresses the major issues of regulating wild horse
population size and the extent of their resource utilization within the context of both preserving those
resources and providing them to other native species in order to achieve a thriving ecological balance.
The current management direction for NTTR is based on a 1992 ROD (BLM, 1992) which was a
major focal point during preparation of the Plan. Consequently, The Plan specifically addresses the
issues of managing soil, air, water, plant and animal resources as well as any significant cultural
resources. Based on public comment and internal review, a modified version of Alternative B from
the Draft Plan was used as the foundation for The Plan.

1.3 DESCRIPTION OF THE PLANNING AREA

The NTTR, (formerly known as the Nellis Air Force Range (NAFR)) military withdrawal area
comprises approximately 3 million acres (Figure 1-1). It is a complex assembly of lands managed or
regulated by numerous agencies, federal, state and local. The U. S. Bureau of Land Management
(BLM), U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), U. S. Air Force, U. S. National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA), U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Nevada Division of Wildlife
(NDOW), Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP), Nye County, Lincoln County,
Clark County Department of Air Quality Management, Clark County Comprehensive Planning and
Clark County Regional Transportation Commission all have responsibilities to public resource
management or public health and safety on the NTTR. Administratively the NTTR is divided into a
North Range and a South Range component, which are largely separated by the NNSA’s Nevada
Test Site (NTS). The North Range contains the BLM’s Nevada Wild Horse Range (NWHR), and
Tonopah Test Range (TTR). Most of the South Range was withdrawn by Congress for the joint uses
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of the USFWS as the Desert National Wildlife Range (DNWR) and the Air Force. The planning area
described in this RMP, and shown on Map 1-1, includes only those public lands in Nevada withdrawn
from multiple use under BLM management by P.L. 106-65. The legal description for this planning
area is presented in Appendix A. This plan does not cover any lands within the P.L.106-65
withdrawal that are administered by the USFWS as part of the DNWR.

The NTTR is a complex landscape with significant changes in soils and plant and animal communities
with changes in both elevation and latitude, mainly due to changes in rainfall and temperature.
Extremes in vegetative cover range from almost barren dry lake beds in valley bottoms to white fir
(Abies concolor) forests on mountains above 8,000 ft. Nevertheless, water is the most limiting
resource for all communities on the NTTR.

1.4 PUBLIC LAW 106-65§ REQUIREMENTS

The NTTR is considered the best training facility of its kind in the world. Air crews from throughout
the world come to this site for quality training almost year round. Public Law 106-65, approved
October 5, 1999, renewed the withdrawal for a period of 20 years. The following excerpts from the
law provide directions for the management of the public lands withdrawn from multiple use status.

In summary, Section 3014 of PL 106-65 identifies management of lands as follows:
“The Secretary of the Interior shall manage the lands withdrawn pursuant to the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act of 1976, other applicable law, and this subtitle.”

Activities Authorized - To the extent consistent with applicable law and Executive orders, the lands
- withdrawn may be managed in a manner permitting -

(A) the continuation of grazing where permitted on the date of the enactment of this Act;
(B) the protection of wildlife and wildlife habitat;

(C) the control of predatory and other animals;

(D) recreation; and

(E) the prevention and appropriate suppression of brush/range fires resulting from nonmilitary
activities.

Nonmilitary uses - “shall be subject to such conditions and restrictions as may be necessary to permit
the military use of such lands for the purposes specified in or authorized pursuant to this subtitle. The
Secretary of the Interior may issue a lease, easement, right-of-way, or other authorization with
respect to nonmilitary use of the lands, only with the concurrence of the Secretary of the Military
department concerned.”

Closure to the Public - “If the Secretary of the Military department concerned determines that military
operations, public safety, or national security require closure to public use of any road, trail, or other
portion of lands withdrawn, that Secretary may take such actions as that Secretary determines
necessary or desirable to effect and maintain such closure”

Management Plans- The Secretary of Interior, after consultation with the Secretary of the Military
department concerned, shall develop a plan for management of each area. Each plan shall-
(A) be consistent with applicable law;
(B) be subject to the conditions and restrictions specified in PL 106-65;
(C) include such provisions as may be necessary for proper management and protection of
resources and values of such area; and
(D) be developed not later than two years after the date of enactment of this act 10/5/1999.

Brush and Range Fires- The Secretary of the military department concerned shall take necessary
precautions to prevent and suppress brush and range fires occurring within and outside the withdrawn
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lands as a result of military activities and may seek assistance from the BLM in suppression of such
fires.

1.5 JURISDICTION UNDER THE CLEAN AIR ACT

The Clark County Dept. Air Quality Management (CCDAQM) has jurisdiction because a small part
of the south planning area is located in the Clark County non-attainment area for PM 10 and carbon
monoxide (CO). The CCDAQM has the regulatory authority to enforce the Clean Air Act and may
require application of specific Best Management Practices on withdrawn lands in the non-attainment
area to ensure compliance with the new regulations that took effect on January 1, 2001.

1.6 PLANNING PROCESS OVERVIEW

Planning on the NTTR has a history closely tied to the public land withdrawal process of recent years.
In the mid-1990s, in anticipation of PL 106-65, the Air Force in consultation with other concerned
agencies contracted in 1997 with The Keystone Center of Keystone, Colorado to assemble a broad
group from the public to address resource planning issues on the NTTR. That effort resulted in
publication of a document known as the “Keystone Dialogue on Nellis Air Force Range Stewardship”
(Keystone Center, 1998) that reflects many different voices, each with a special interest, and none
viewing the complete complex issue of total ecosystem management. However, it is 1mpossxble to
make a single plan that equally heeds all voices of the Keystone Dialogue.

The planning process enables the BLM to address issues and concerns of the public, while complying
with the laws and policies established by Congress and the Executive Branch of the Federal
Government. The preparation of the NTTR RMP has followed the nine planning steps described
below. These steps emphasize public participation at several key stages.

1.6.1 Step 1: Issue Identification

Issues determine the focus of the NTTR RMP process and indicate specific concerns held by the
BLM and the public regarding the planning area. An issue is defined as an opportunity, conflict, or
problem pertaining to management of public lands and associated resources. Issue identification is
intended to direct an interdisciplinary analysis towards issue resolution. The identification of issues
for the NTTR RMP was initiated by BLM managers and resource specialists.

A Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in the Federal Register, September 21, 2001, inviting the
public and other federal, state, and county agencies to participate in the plannmg process. Scoping
meetings were held in Beatty, Las Vegas, Alamo, Amargosa Valley, Pahrump, and Tonopah to
receive public input.

1.6.2 Step 2: Development of Planning Criteria

After issues were identified, planning criteria were formulated to guide development of the NTTR
RMP. The criteria are derived from laws, Executive Orders, regulations, planning principles, BLM
national and state office guidance, consultation with other agencies, public involvement, and resource
data. These criteria collectively set standards for data collection, development of alternative actions,
and selection of the preferred alternative and preparation of the final plan. Planning criteria ensure
that the plan addresses identified issues and avoids unnecessary data collection and analysis.




1.6.3 Step 3: Inventory and Data Collection

This step involves collection and compilation of biological, physical, social and economic data in
various forms from available sources to help resolve the planning issues. These data provide essential
facts for conducting analysis and evaluations, and making decisions.

1.6.4 Step 4: Analysis of the Management Situation

An Analysis of the Management Situation (AMS) is a concise assessment of the current situation.
An AMS describes current BLM guidance, identifies existing problems and opportunities for their
resolution, and consolidates existing data needed to analyze and resolve the identified issues. If
sufficiently developed, the portion of the AMS that describes present management (no action
alternative) and affected environment may be used directly in the plan and environmental impact
statement (EIS).

1.6.5 Step 5: Formulation of Alternatives

This step involves developing alternatives that consider the issues, planning criteria, and concerns
raised during the scoping period. All alternatives will be presented for management consideration. The
No-Action alternative (i.e., continuation of present activities) is required. The purpose of the other
alternatives is to resolve issues while emphasizing different levels of management intensity.

1.6.6 Step 6: Estimation of Effects of Alternatives

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the physical, biological, social,
and economic effects of implementing each alternative are analyzed to compare and evaluate impacts.
This step involves completing a general analysis of the issues and concerns for the planning area.
(Note: Site-specific NEPA documents will be prepared for specific projects and proposals on an
activity plan or project-specific basis.)

1.6.7 Step 7: Selection of Preferred Alternative

A Preferred Alternative will be selected after completing the analysis and resolution of the issues,
resources affected, and management guidance in the existing land-use plan. The Preferred Alternative
may combine elements from the other alternatives to achieve maximum management flexibility in
lands-related actions while continuing to meet the goals and objectives of BLM's multiple-use
mandate.

The Preferred Alternative, which will be recommended to the BLM Nevada State Director, will be
determined based on the issues and concerns identified through the planning process; information
obtained from public meetings and written comments; formal coordination and consultation with
other agencies; decision criteria developed and considered by management; and impact analyses of
the alternatives. The BLM Nevada State Director will review the selected alternative for approval.
After the BLM Nevada State Director approves the Preferred Alternative, the Draft NTTR plan will
be distributed to the public, including other government agencies and interest groups, for a 90-day
review and comment period.
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1.6.8 Step 8: Selection of the Proposed Pla

The Las Vegas Field Office Manager, in cooperation with the Air Force will develop a proposed plan
considering public comments and other data, including an estimate of potential effects. Following the
public review and comment period, the BLM’s Las Vegas Field Office Manager will recommend a
proposed plan to the BLM Nevada State Director for approval. After evaluating public comments,
the BLM may retain the preferred alternative as the proposed plan, reassess and modify the preferred
alternative to meet management needs, utilize portions of each alternative, or modify a previously
analyzed alternative.

The proposed plan should be within the range of alternatives selected for detailed study and analysis.
After reviewing the recommended proposed plan, the Nevada State Director will issue a Notice of
Availability through the Federal Register, file the NTTR plan with the EPA, and distribute the
document to the public.

The Governor of the State of Nevada will be given a 60-day consistency review period to determine
the consistency of the NTTR RMP with plans and policies developed by state and local government.
This review period will begin with the Governor’s receipt of the document.

A 30-day protest period. will begin when the NTTR RMP is filed with the EPA. If no protests are
received during this time, the BLM Nevada State Director will approve the plan and publish an
Approved NTTR Resource Management Plan/Record of Decision. Any protests that are received will
be resolved by the BLM Director before the NTTR plan is approved and the NTTR Resource
Management Plan/Record of Decision is published.

Within 90 days after NTTR Resource Management Plan approval, a specific Implementation Plan will
be developed to identify program priorities for the Plan’s decisions and to determine the sequence and
costs associated with their implementation. Site-specific NEPA documents will be prepared prior to
initiating resource projects and proposals to analyze potential environmental impacts. Mitigation
measures will be developed and incorporated as special stipulations into authorization permits.

1.6.9 Step 9: Monitoring and Evaluation

Monitoring and evaluation will be conducted at intervals not to exceed five years, for the following
purposes:

. Determine effectiveness of the resource management plan in resolving issues.

. Ensure effectiveness of mitigation measures. Verify assumptions used in assessing
impacts.

. Review whether changes have occurred in related plans of other federal agencies, and
state or local governments.

. Determine whether implementation of the NTTR RMP is achieving desired results.

Information gained through monitoring and evaluation will be incorporated into future planning,
including any amendments or revisions to the NTTR RMP.
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1.7 PLANNING ISSUES

1.7.1 Issue 1- Access

Limited access was an expressed concern. Some commentors want to gain access to maintain water
sources, use forage resources, and/or develop and extract other natural resources.

1.7.2 Issue 2 - Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Nye County asked about the possibility of designating ACECs on the NTTR for Amargosa Toads or
other species of concern, to reduce the economic impacts on its citizens. There is no known suitable
Amargosa Toad habitat on the NTTR, therefore, there is no justification for an ACEC designation
for this purpose.

1.7.3 Issue 3 - Cultural Resources

Cultural resources need to continue to be identified and protected.

1.7.4 Issue 4 - Economic Concerns

There must be recognition of local economic needs. Provide incentives for contracting with local
residents. Consider impacts to the local economies of preventing all public access to the range. How
to balance the quality of life.

1.7.5 Issue 5 - Fire Management

The public expressed an interest in using wild land fire as a management tool. Also, use of prescribed
burning was suggested to achieve a vegetative mosaic pattern.

1.7.6 Issue 6 - Hazardous Materials

One individual expressed concern about the proper disposal of hazardous waste, and suggested the
cleanup.of all existing contamination. The individual noted that the BLM 1992 Nellis Air Force Range
RMP is silent on management of hazardous materials. All parties must outline a strategy based. on
current law to define which agencies have management responsibility for cleanup of hazardous
material spills or releases.

1.7.7 Issue 7 - Lands/Access

A right-of-way application may be submitted to the BLM to haul nuclear waste through the NTTR.
Prior to the BLM approving a right-of-way, the military must concur with its issuance. The Air Force
has indicated that a right-of-way to haul nuclear waste through the NTTR cannot be supported. The
NNSA has no plans that contain a proposal for a right-of-way through the NTTR.




1.7.8 Issue 8 - Livestock Grazing

Commentors identified two areas where they believed additional livestock grazing could occur
without interfering with the military’s mission. The Air Force under 98™ Range Wing Commander
Richardo M. Cazessus made a subsequent determination that additional livestock grazing in the areas
suggested was not compatible with the military mission. The withdrawn portion of the Bald Mountain
Allotment is the only area where livestock grazing is allowed.

1.7.9 Issue 9 - Noxious Weeds

Several commentators expressed a desire to control noxious weeds, and where possible to restore
native vegetation to the site’s potential.

1.7.10 Issue 10 - Riparian Areas

The public felt that riparian areas are degraded and need protection and felt water should be allocated
for nparian areas, with the goal of maintaining Proper Functioning Condition.

1.7.11 Issue 11- Vegetation
The BLM’s primary methodology for determining the health of plant communities is by completing
an ecological site inventory (ESI). The initial inventory and collection of baseline data are critical to

an ongoing monitoring program to ensure vegetation objectives are met. The vegetative survey
completed for part of the Nevada Wild Horse Range may provide some ESI data.

1.7.12 Issue 12 - Water Resources

Commentors expressed concern about groundwater levels off the NTTR being reduced because of
groundwater pumping on the NTTR. They also suggested that additional studies be conducted to
assess water quality. Development of new water sources was suggested to ease grazing pressure on
existing water sources.

1.7.13 Issue 13 - Wilderness

The public suggested the entire planning area should be evaluated for potential designation of
wilderness areas. Also, roadless areas greater than 5,000 acres should be identified.

1.7.14 Issue 14 - Wild Horses

It is difficult to manage wild horses in the Nevada Wild Horse Range, an administrative unit
designated by a 1962 MOU between the BLM and the Air Force.

1.7.15 Issue 15 -_Air Quality

A small part of the planning areas is in hydrographic basin 212, a non-attainment area for the
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pollutants CO and PM10. A much larger portion of this non-attainment area covers the Desert
National Wildlife Range. It is expected that both BLM and USFWS decisions will be consistent with
the law as administered by the CCDAQM.

1.7.16 Issue 16 - Timber Mountain Caldera ACEC

The primary issue is whether or not to drop the ACEC designation. The ACEC designation may be
redundant because the Secretary of the Interior has designated the Timber Mountain Caldera a
National Natural Landmark.

1.8 PLANNING CRITERIA

The planning criteria for The Plan is listed below:

A

B.

The primary use of the withdrawn area is military training and testing. The management of
specified natural resources is secondary to the military mission.

Actions implemented by the BLM, Air Force, and/or other organizations must comply with
applicable laws, executive orders, and regulations including Public Law 106-65.

The planning area is defined as lands within the boundary of the NTTR that were withdrawn
from the BLM. The planning area does not include any portion of the DNWR.

The NTTR RMP will not make decisions about specific developments to enhance rangeland,

- wildlife, and/or watershed quality. Activity level planning decisions (i.e., habitat management

plans, allotment management plans, fire management plan) will occur in subsequent activity-
level plans.

The management and/or protection of water, water resources, riparian zones, and other
related values will have a high priority.

The BLM will use a Geographic Information System (GIS) to analyze decisions about
resource use, when appropriate spatial data are available.

Watershed determinations will be based on hydrographic basins.

The NTTR plan will incorporate methods for appropriate amendment of the plan on a
regularly scheduled basis, and for monitoring progress on management decisions.

The NTTR plan will be consistent to the maximum extent possible with the plans and
management programs of local governments. Also, it will be consistent with federal laws and
guiding regulations and will be coordinated with other federal agencies where appropriate.

Public participation will be a factor in the decision-making process and the Keystone Dialogue

helped highlight the many different public voices concerned with the welfare of the withdrawn
lands.

Valid existing management decisions from the 1992 Nellis Air Force Range Resource Plan
will be brought forward into the Draft NTTR RMP, with relevant objectives and management
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directions carried forward into the NTTR plan.

L. The NTTR planning effort will rely largely on existing available resource inventories and
assessments. Limited data (largely for hydrologic resources) will be gathered during the
planning process. Any management decisions requiring additional inventories will be deferred
until such time as the inventories are available.

M.  Resource use and/or extraction will continue, but within the context of maintaining desired
vegetative communities, stabilized soils and visual quality.

N. Within the air quality non-attainment area, the BLM will follow federal state and CCDAQM
regulations.

1.9 CONSISTENCE WITH OTHER PLANS

There are no known inconsistencies between any of the proposed alternatives and the officially
approved and adopted resource-related policies and programs of other Federal agencies, state, and
local governments. Existing land-use plans that cover the planning area, and lands contiguous to the
planning area are the: Tonopah Resource Management Plan, Nellis Cultural Resource Management
Plan, Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan for the Nellis Range, Nevada Test Site
Resource Management Plan, December 1998, and Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Nevada Test Site and Off-Site Locations in the State of Nevada, August 1996.

Continuing coordination and consultation will take place during the public comment period on the
Draft RMP/EIS, the Proposed RMP/Final EIS (PRMP/FEIS), and the Approved RMP/Record of
Decision (ARMP/ROD). As previously noted, the Governor of Nevada will have 60 days to review
the PRMP/FEIS to determine consistency with state plans before issuance of the ARMP/ROD.
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CHAPTER 2
PROPOSED PLAN AND RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement, often referenced
herein as The Plan, was developed by a BLM interdisciplinary team. The Plan is based primarily on
Alternative B presented in the Draft Resource Management Plan (September 2001), and in response
to public and internal comments received during the first seven steps of the planning process. Also
some objectives and management directions from the Draft’s other alternatives were incorporated,
where appropriate, into Alternative B to develop The Plan.

The Plan was written to ensure compliance with the Endangered Species Act (ESA), to be consistent
with the Wild Horse and Burro Act of 1971 (WHBA) and with P.L. 106-65 The Plan wouldl guide
management of withdrawn public lands within the Nevada Test and Training Range administered by
the BLM over then next 20 years.

The Appropriate Management Level (AML) for wild horses in the Nellis Herd Management Area
(HMA) is set at 500, with gathers planned on a four-year cycle. The herd would be reduced to 300
through captures and removals to enable maintenance of the AML until the fourth year when the next
scheduled gather would occur. Removal numbers may vary if a shorter or longer gather cycle is
implemented. The previous AML for this HMA was set at 1,000. The adjustment to 500 is being
made to more effectively balance multiple-use demands on range resources and to reduce possible
adverse impacts to critical resources. Reducing the AML from 1,000 horses to 500 horses would
ensure that adequate range resources (water and forage) are available for wildlife and wild horses,
as well as provide for improved range and riparian conditions. Based on current range conditions,
water is the limiting factor for supporting herd numbers. Adequate water is available to sustain the
500 head, even under severe drought conditions. Additional waters may be developed to provide for
more even distribution of animals while maintaining them within the HMA. These water sources
would also provide beneficial use for wildlife. Future water improvements and/or adjustments to the
AML would require additional National Environmental Policy Act analyzes and coordination
including, but not limited to, the Air Force, Nevada Division of Wildlife, Nevada State Engineer,
Nevada Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses, National Wild Horse Association, and other
stakeholders.

In addition to improved range conditions and better distribution of range resources, adjusting the
AML to 500 would decrease conflicts with critical Air Force mission operations by discouraging wild
horse drift outside the core area within the HMA, decreasing the probability of wild horse/military
vehicle accidents, and reducing the incidence of emergency access requests associated with water or
forage shortages, such as emergency gathers; maintenance and repair of water sources; and
emergency veterinary care. Emergency access for wild horse management is not always available to
the BLM due to personnel safety considerations, national security issues, and mission operations.
The NTTR ranges have been closed to public access under Public Law 106-65, Military Lands
Withdrawal Act of 1999. The basis of this decision is threefold: (1) to protect the public from injury
due to ordnance hazards; (2) to ensure national security is not compromised; and (3) to ensure that
military programs can be conducted without disruption. All non-mission activities requiring access
are evaluated with safety, security and mission being the primary considerations. As free access
cannot always be guaranteed, a reduced AML would reduce the incidence and criticality of
emergency access needs; thereby allowing greater flexibility in meeting resource management needs.
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Finally, a reduced AML of 500 would allow resource managers greater flexibility to implement
responsible environmental stewardship by providing a necessary buffer to accommodate mandated
or unforeseen changes in management directives, such as budget reductions for herd gathers or
long-term range restrictions due to national emergency.

The Plan consists of a combination of management directions, allocations, and guidelines that would
direct where actions may occur, the resources conditions to be maintained, and use limitations
required to meet management objectives.

2.2 RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES

Four alternatives (A, B, C, and D), including “No Action” (Alternative A) were analyzed in the Draft
Resource Management Plan. The alternatives were developed specifically to respond to issues
identified by the public during the initial scoping process. Although no single alternative satisfies all
concerns expressed, the concerns are addressed in various ways in the four alternatives.

The alternatives were prepared with the one major constraint, all resources are potentially available
for meeting the requirements of the Air Force’s military mission. Nevertheless, all alternatives are
legally feasible and technically possible. The alternatives present a balance between legal
requirements to protect, restore, and enhance natural resource values in order to achieve a thriving
ecological balance and the requirements of the Air Force.

2.3 PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

Land use actions would be implemented after the State Director approves The Plan’s Record of
Decision. The Plan’s decisions become final with issuance of the Record of Decision. Actions
immediately effective with the State Director’s signature include adjusting the wild horse herd to the
Appropriate Management Level (AML) as specified by The Plan.

Other actions in The Plan may require further detailed planning and environmental documentation
before beginning any on-the-ground activities. For these actions, integrated activity plans would be
developed through coordination with public, other Federal agencies, and state and local agencies.

2.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT DROPPED FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS

The public identified two areas where they wanted to graze livestock, which were not previously
grazed by livestock. Public Law 106-65 specifically states mgrazing could continue where permitted
on the date of enactment of the law. The Air Force under 98" Range Wing Commander Richardo M.
Cazessus indicated that livestock grazing in the areas requested would not be consistent with the
military mission. Therefore, this alternative was dropped from further consideration.

2.5 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE DRAFT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Since the NTTR is not open to public access and is, in essence, a protected area, the planning team
did not see a need to prescribe different management under each alternative for each resource, other
than wild horses.
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The fact that the alternatives are essentially the same for all resources and programs other than wild
horses is a function of the purposes of the withdrawal. Air Force requirements include operational
areas, target arrays, plus critical safety and security provisions. Maintaining the wild horse herds must
be compatible and supportive of the mission operations, the safety of the range staff, and allowing
the Air Force to provide necessary security.

The NTTR military mission responds to real world threats and, thus, security can be elevated during
sensitive times. These heightened security requirements can preclude BLM resource managers from
executing their mission. Because of the changing nature of the Air Force requirements, only the
military can determine the impact of wild horses and wild horse management on the military mission.
Both the BLM-and the Air Force want to reduce the possibility of horses being on active bombing
ranges where live targets are maintained for aircrew testing and training. Operational impacts to the
Air Force include inadvertently injuring horses during mission operations, and taking employee work
hours from mission work to haul water to horses when natural resources are exhausted.

2.5.1 Alternative A

This alternative represents the management objectives and directions contained in the approved BLM
1992 Nellis Air Force Range Resource Management Plan and would allow wild horses in the same
management area as that established in the 1992 ROD. This alternative is the basis for comparison
between the other alternatives. Management of all resources would be accomplished with decisions
and objectives contained in this plan.

2.5.2 Alternative B

Alternative B addresses the full spectrum of resources to be managed in the planning area. It provides
for habitat improvements, control/eradication of weeds and noxious plant species, protection of
sensitive plant and animal species, conducting soil inventories and assessments, protection and
enhancement of riparian zones, management of vegetation resources through prescribed burns,
livestock grazing management, and cultural resources management. BLM’s interpretation of
available data were used to identify the area for management of the wild horses as the entire north
range of the NTTR (Figure 2-1) with an Appropriate Management Level (AML) of 600-1,000 horses.

2.5.3 Alternative C

Other than for wild horses, all resource management objectives in Alternative C are the same as those
for Alternative B. With respect to wild horses, Alternative C represents an area where wild horses
can be managed to minimize conflicts with the Air Force mission. This proposed HMA encompasses
an area of 325,220 acres. Horses would be allowed to move outside the HMA provided they do not
establish permanent home ranges outside of the HMA. The Air Force would be able to request
removal of horses outside the HM.

2.5.4 Alternative D (Environmentally Preferred Alternative)

Other than for wild horses, all management objectives in Alternative D are the same as those for the
other alternatives. Alternative D proposes complete removal of wild horses. This would also
eliminate any potential for contamination of springs and seeps caused by over use by horses, and
eliminate any potential for horses to consume naturally contaminated and potentially hazardous spring
or seeps.




2.6 PROPOSED PLAN

Objective and management directions for air, soil, water, and riparian resources that are impacted by
other resource programs are included in those program sections. To avoid redundancy those
objectives and management directions are not repeated in the air, soil, water and riparian sections.
Based on close coordination with the Nellis Staff, the objectives and management directions as stated
below are supported by both the military and BLM.

2.6.1 Air Resource Management

Qbjective:
Ensure that actions in the planning area do not violate local, state, tribal and Federal air quality laws,
regulations, and standards.

Management Directions:

Ensure that the planning process addresses air quality considerations by incorporating objectives
and actions into resource activity plans, such as Allotment Management Plans, Habitat
Management Plans, and Watershed Management Plans. Where applicable, include "conformity"
demonstration in site-specific activity plans and/or National Environmental Policy Act
documentation.

Permit only those activities on the withdrawn lands that are consistent with Federal, State,
and local air quality standards and regulations. Require that all appropriate air quality permits
for land use actions are obtained before BLM and/or Air Force approval of the action.

Where applicable, demonstrate how proposed management actions comply with local, state,
tribal and Federal air quality laws, regulations, and standards (Conformity; per 40 CFR
93.100 et seq).

2.6.2 Soil Resource Management

Qbjective:
Assess erosion conditions and reduce erosion and sedimentation while maintaining or where possible
enhancing soil productivity through the maintenance and improvement of watershed conditions.

Management Direction:
On watersheds that exhibit good potential for recovery, implement protective and or restoration
measures.

2.6.3 Water Resource Management

Qbjective:
Maintain the quality of waters presently in compliance with state and/or federal water quality
standards.

Management Direction

Use Best Management Practices, as identified by the State of Nevada, to minimize contributions
from both point and non-point source pollution.

QObjective.
Insure availability of adequate water to meet management objectives including the recovery and/or
re-establishment of Special Status Species.
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Management Direction

Determine water needs to meet management objectives. File for appropriative water rights on
public lands in accordance with the State of Nevada water laws. By terms of the land withdrawal
(PL 106-65) there are no changes to federally reserved water rights on the NTTR.

2.6.4 Riparian Resource Management

Qbjective:

Maintain a desired plant community that provides vegetation and habitat for wildlife, fish, and
watershed protection; ensure that all riparian areas are in proper functioning condition by achieving
an advanced ecological status, except where resource management objectives require an earlier
successional stage. Manage vegetation consistent with vegetation management objectives.

Management Directions:

Complete a Proper Functioning Condition assessment on all riparian areas, and include a
description of actions necessary to achieve Proper Functioning Condition on all areas identified
as functioning at risk or non functioning.

Improve riparian areas, giving priority to areas “Functioning at Risk” with a downward trend.
Implement measures to protect riparian areas, such as fencing and/or alternate water sources
away from the riparian area. .

Use integrated weed management techniques, such as burning, chemical, biological or
mechanical treatments, to control and eradicate tamarisk and other noxious weeds in areas
where potential for treatment is good. Rehabilitate the area with native species to help reduce
the potential for re-establishment, and to improve ecosystem health.

2.6.5 Vegetation Resource Manag_ement

Qbjective: - ‘
Maintain or improve the condition of vegetation on withdrawn public lands to a Desired Plant
Community or to a Potential Natural Community.

Management Direction:

Manage to achieve a Desired Plant Community or a Potential Natural Community.

Qbjective:

Restore plant productivity for desired species on disturbed areas.

Management Direction:

Rehabilitate, reclaim, or revegetate areas subjected to surface-disturbing activities, where
feasible. When rehabilitating disturbed areas, manage for a desired plant community by seeding
native species, except where non-native species are more appropriate.

Remove noxious and invasive weeds from public lands consistent with the integrated weed
management techniques for removal. Ensure close coordination with state, county, tribal and

other federal agencies, including but not limited to the USFWS, and the Air Force, on control
efforts.




2.6.6 Visual Resource Management

Objective;

Maintain the integrity of visual resources in the natural areas.

Management Direction. - _
Ensure all actions initiated or authorized by BLM are in compliance with visual resource

management (VRM) guidelines.
QObjective:

Protect visual resources in the planning area while allowing for development.

Management Direction: _
Manage the Groom Mountain Range addition for VRM Class III and IV values, and the

Timber Mountain Caldera National Natural Landmark as VRM Interim Class II, with the
remainder of the planning area as VRM Interim Class IV (Figure 2-2).

2.6.7 Fish and Wildlife Management
Qbjective:

Support viable and diverse wildlife populations by providing and maintaining sufficient quality and
quantity of food, water, cover, and space to satisfy needs of wildlife species using habitats on
withdrawn public land. '

Management Direction:
Maintain and improve bighorn sheep habitat by maintaining existing water developments,

judicious use of prescribed fire, constructing additional water developments, and protecting/
improving springs, seeps and riparian habitat, consistent with BLM policy. Evaluate
discretionary activities proposed in bighorn sheep habitat on a case-by-case basis. Grant
authorization if the proposed actions are consistent with goals and objectives of the Rangewide
Plan for Managing Desert Bighorn Sheep Habitat on Public Lands (U.S. Dept. of Interior,
BLM 1988) and other applicable policies.

Maintain and improve mule deer and antelope habitat based on the forage and water needs of
each species. '

Protect sage grouse habitat from ground disturbing activities and coordinate with appropriate
state and federal agencies prior to habitat disturbance. '

Protect water sources that may benefit or harm wildlife by providing a minimum buffer for
permitted activities, consistent with the military mission of the withdrawal.

Protect and improve key nesting areas, migration routes, important prey base areas, and
concentration areas for birds of prey.

Protect and improve important non-game resting/nesting habitat in riparian areas and other
important habitat types. Discourage projects that may adversely impact the water table
supporting these plant communities.
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Qbjective:

Evaluate wildlife habitat quality and quantity on the NTTR and where appropriate re-establish
appropriate native fauna (including naturalized species) to historic use areas, and/or increase
population numbers in current use areas.

Management Directions:
Cooperate with state and federal wildlife agencies in implementing introductions,
re-introductions, and augmentation releases of native and/or naturalized species (such as
desert bighorn sheep, and chukar), and as appropriate, capture of these species for relocation
and stocking purposes. Design water developments for wild horses and livestock to reduce
potential conflicts with bighorn sheep and/or other wildlife. Animal damage control activities
may be allowed to meet management directives for wildlife species.

2.6.8 Special Status Species
Qbjective;

Manage habitat for special status species at the potential natural community or the desired plant
community, according to the needs of the species. Manage habitat to maintain and/or increase the
total number of populations of federally listed species and/or the number of individuals in existing
populations, so the requirements for de-listing or down-listing species under the Endangered Species
Act will be achieved. Manage habitats for non-listed special status species to support viable
populations so that future listing would not be necessary.

Management Direction:

Enter into conservation agreements with the USFWS and the State of Nevada in consultation
with the Air Force to reduce the necessity of future listings of the species of concern.
Conservation agreements may include, but not be limited to, the following: Merriam
bearpoppy, and white-margined penstemon.

Qbjective:

Manage desert tortoise habitat to achieve the recovery criteria defined in the Tortoise Recovery Plan
(USFWS, 1994) and ultimately to achieve delisting of the desert tortoise. When the population in a
recovery unit meets the criterion as outlined in the Tortoise Recovery Plan, it may be considered
recovered and eligible for delisting. (For a complete criteria listing see the Tortoise Recovery Plan,
USFWS, 1994.)

Management Direction:
Ensure desert tortoise habitat conditions are consistent with the direction identified in the

vegetation objectives and management directions.
2.6.9 Forestry Management
The sale of forest products are not authorized in the planning area. See Section 2.6.19 for

recommended fire suppression techniques per fire management plan.

2.6.10 Livestock Grazing Management
Qbjective:

Provide for continued grazing of domestic livestock (cattle), from March 1 to February 28 on only
the withdrawn portion of the Bald Mountain Allotment. The Naquinta Springs Allotment, and the
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remainder of the planning area will remain closed to all livestock grazing.

eme. rections:
Manage the rangeland resource consistent with the phenological and physiological
requirements of key perennial species.

Ensure forage utilization by livestock is consistent with appropriate Standards and guidelines
and allotment-specific objectives.

For perennial forages on the Bald Mountain Allotment, provide for increased plant vigor and
reproductive capability through livestock grazing management.

Maintain static trend or achieve upward trend for key perennial forage species through
livestock grazing management.

Allow the permitee to place salt and mineral supplements a minimum of one mile from water.

i
Establish a grazing management system that may include rest rotation, deferred rest rotation, or other
management approaches to meet specific resource management objectives.

Management Directions:

Include the availability of water for all resources (e.g., riparian, livestock, and wildlife) as part
of any grazing system.

Construct rangeland developments, as needed, to create a more uniform distribution of
livestock consistent with management objectives.

Incorporate appropriate Standards and Guidelines into all livestock use authorizations,
grazing systems, and management plans to ensure rangeland health improved or maintained.

Qbjective:
Manage allotments open to grazing with the "selective management" approach (i.e., maintenance (M),
improvement (I), or custodial (C)).

Management Direction:
Maintain the Bald Mountain Allotment as an “M” category allotment.

2.6.11 Wild Horse and Burro Management

Qbjective;
Manage for healthy, genetically viable herds of wild horses in a natural, thriving ecological balance
with other rangeland resources.

Management Directions:
Restrict the active management of wild horses to the Herd Management Area (HMA)

identified in Figure 2-1 and adjust the existing AML based on military operations mission, data
in Appendix F, and other uses of the water resources to 300-500 horses within the HMA.

In the future, adjust the AML when monitoring data determine that management objectives for

wild horses, vegetation, forage production, water, riparian, and other resources are not being
met, including the military mission and safety considerations.
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Limit forage utilization by all herbivores to 50 percent of the current year's above-ground
primary production for key grasses, and 45 percent for key shrubs and forbs. Construct up to
seven exclosures to help assess resource conditions.

Maintain dependable water sources to allow better distribution of wild horses throughout the
core area. Develop three to four water wells in the area identified for determining AML (core
area).

Qbjective:
Maintain the wild, free-roaming character of the wild horses on the withdrawn public lands.

ment Direction:
Wild horses will be removed when animals permanently reside on lands outside the AML core
area (i.e., use is more than seasonal drift), or if the total horse population exceeds the AML
for the HMA.

2.6.12 Cultural Resource Management
Qbjective. :

Identify and protect cultural and paleontological resources in conformance with applicable legislation
and BLM and Air Force policy and guidance.

Management direction:
BLM and Nellis will follow specific guidance stated in the Nellis Air Force Base Cultural

Resource Management Plan. (Copies available for review at the Las Vegas Field Office, BLM
and Nellis Air Force Base).

2.6.13 Lands Management
Qbjective:

Lands are not available for disposal within the withdrawn area. Continue to make the withdrawn lands
available for land use authorizations.

Management direction:

The Secretary of the Interior may issue a lease, easement, right-of-way, or other authorization
with respect to the nonmilitary use of lands only with the concurrence of the Secretary of the
Air Force or his designee.

2.6.14 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Objective;
Change the boundary of the Timber Mountain designated ACEC to reflect PL106-65, and protect
that ACEC.

Management Direction:
Work closely with the Air Force to ensure any changes in management within the Timber
Mountain ACEC are fully considered prior to their enactment.




2.6.15 Recreation Management

Continue to allow hunting on the 26-square-mile area on Stonewall Mountain. Access restrictions on
the NTTR preclude all other unrestricted recreational opportunities in the planning area.

2.6.16 Wilderness Management

The NTTR planning area does not contain any land that meets the minimum criteria for consideration
as a wilderness study area. No areas will be recommended for management as wilderness.

2.6.17 Minerals Management
Objectives:

Provide for the orderly extraction of sand and gravel by the Air Force for use within the NTTR.

Provide the BLM with an annual production report of the amount of free use material removed from
each borrow pit on the NTTR.

Use appropriate environmental standards to allow for the preservation and enhancement of fragile
and unique resources.

2.6.18 Hazardous Materials Management

Qbjective:
Prevent hazardous materials contamination and support environmental restoration and groundwater
characterization activities.

Management directions:

Minimize releases of hazardous materials through compliance with current regulations and
existing hazardous waste management plans ( a copy of NAFB Plan 12, Hazardous Waste
Management Plan is available at the Las Vegas Field Office or through Nellis Air Force Base).

Evaluate all actions for hazardous materials, waste minimization and pollution prevention.

2.6.19 Fire Management
Qbjective:

Provide for fire management as well as prescribed fire for fuel reduction and resource enhancement
purposes, following guidelines in the National Fire Plan.

Management Directions:
Provide fire suppression efforts commensurate with resource and adjacent property values at

risk.

Prevent human-caused fires through an aggressive education, investigation, and public
outreach effort.

Provide for maximum fire protection through a comprehensive fire detection system using a
multi-agency approach.
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Use the BLM approved fire suppression techniques in areas of concern for habitat, cultural
resources, threatened and endangered species, the designated ACEC, and rural/wildland
interface zones.

For fire suppression, follow specific guidance in the Fire Management Action Plan.
Determine site-specific fire potentials and prescribed fire priorities, based on survey data of
expansion rates of pinyon-junipers forests and understory fuel loads.

Control infestations by noxious or invasive species, especially in relation to disrupting their
reproductive potential in conjunction with prescribed fire.

Implement control activities within the constraints of the existing budget.




CHAPTER 3 o
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT ’

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter summarizes the potentially affected environment of the planning area based largely on
data from materials and studies. The data is available for public review at the Las Vegas BLM Field
Office. Exceptions include a survey and sampling of all NTTR springs, wells and reservoirs that was
conducted during development of the Draft RMP which can be reviewed in Appendix C.

3.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
3.2.1 Physiography and Topography

The NTTR is located within the southern part of the Great Basin, the northernmost sub-province of
the Basin and Range physiographic province. The Great Basin sub-province drains internally;
precipitation has no surface water outlet to the Pacific Ocean.

The physiography of the NTTR is typical of the Basin and Range province. The north-south trending
mountain ranges are separated by broad valleys. The valley bottoms ‘generally have one or more
playas that are bounded by alluvial plains (slope 2% or less). Upgradient from the alluvial plains are
coalescing fan piedmonts. Individual alluvial fans often develop below ephemeral drainages that
emerge from the mountains. The fan piedmonts and alluvial fans are prominent physiographic
features, and can attain a slope of up to about 30 percent. The prevailing westerly winds have resulted
in sand sheets becoming established on the east and northeast sides of some of the playa lakes. A
detailed explanation of the geomorphology of the Basin and Range province can be found in Peterson
(1981). - -

Elevation varies substantially on the NTTR. The valley bottoms of the South Range vary from about
3,000 ft to 3,600 ft, while on the North Range they generally are above 4,500 feet. Except for several
small peaks, mountain ranges on the South Range do not exceed 6,000 ft, but on the North Range
the mountain tops are between 7,000 ft and 9,000 ft in elevation.

The topography on most of NTTR has not been drastically altered. Local modifications, such as road
construction, sand and gravel pits, underground mining, flood-control structures, drainage
improvements, airstrips, landfills, fuel staging and storage areas, and explosive ordnance, occur at
various locations throughout the NTTR. Air Force tactical target complexes and associated
infrastructure have created approximately 2,827 miles of linear corridors, and 130,000 acres of
disturbed habitat (Figure 3-1). Most of the linear corridors are in the planning area, but the majority
of the disturbed acreage is not. Most of the disturbed acreage occurs at target impact areas on the
South Range, where it overlaps with the DNWR, and is outside the planning area.

3.2.2 Climate

Climate on the NTTR is affected by two primary air movements. From about October through April,
air masses from the central and northern Pacific traverse across the Sierra Nevada Mountains and
dominate the weather pattern. From about June through September, air masses from Mexico and the
Gulf of Mexico typically influence the local weather.

3-1
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Figure 3-1. Disturbance features on the Nevada Test and Training Range. Linear features include
roads, trails, powerlines, and communication lines. Area features include facilities, training areas,
and targets.




The amount of annual precipitation is strongly influenced by elevation. Annual averages for the valley
bottoms range from about 4 inches on the South Range (Mojave Desert) to about 6 inches on the
North Range (Great Basin). Average annual precipitation on alluvial fans varies from about 5 inches
on the South Range to 8-10 inches on the North Range. The tallest mountains receive about 12-16
inches of precipitation. Their steep terrain interacts with strong winds to redistribute much of the
winter snowfall. Specific sites may receive substantially more, or less, effective precipitation than
indicated by average values. Winter precipitation often falls as snow above about 5,000 ft. Lower
elevations receive mostly rain, but periodic heavy snowfall (6-12 in) can occur above about 3,000 ft.
Winter storms typically are regional events of low to moderate intensity. Intense flood events are
uncommon. Summer rainfall is usually associated with convective thunderstorms, which often
produce localized flash flooding. Approximately 15 to 30 thunderstorms occur annually at any given
location on the NTTR (NOAA, 1980).

Temperature records on the NTTR are very limited. Data are more common from the small towns
that surround the NTTR’s perimeter (Table 3-1). The coldest month, on average, is January. Mean
low temperatures at almost all areas are below freezing, with many areas having low temperatures
in the teens. The extreme low temperatures recorded at most locations are below 0°F, with some
areas near the North Range probably reaching -20°F. The warmest month is July. Mean high
temperatures generally range from the low to mid 90s for valley locations on the North Range, to well
over 100°F at valley locations on the South Range. Extreme high temperatures on the North Range
are between 100°F and 105°F. On the South Range, high temperatures can reach 118°F.

Average annual wind speed varies with elevation (DOE, 1996). At high elevations, the average wind
speed is about 10 mph. At lower elevations, the wind speed is less, averaging about 7-8 mph. The
prevailing wind direction varies by season. In the winter, winds are generally from the north-
northeast. During the summer, winds are commonly from the south-southwest. Severe winds are
common during storm events, with gusts potentially reaching 100 mph.

The arid conditions result in low relative humidity. Early morning values average about 58 percent.
Afternoon values decrease to about 25 percent (BLM, 1981). Lower values often occur during the
summer months.

Table 3-1. Temperature records for official weather stations located around the perimeter of the
NTTR. Data are from the Western Regional Climate Center. All temperatures in °F.

Period Mean Jan Mean July Record Record
Location of Record Minimum Maximum High Low
Desert National 1948-2000 29.1 101.7 115 0
Wildlife Range
Indian Springs 1948-1964 218 104.0 118 -5
Desert Rock 1984-2000 32.8 98.2 112 6
Beatty 1948-1972 27.2 99.8 114 7
Beatty North 1972-2000 29.0 96.6 112 2
Sarcobatus 1948-1961 19.9 98.4 111 -5
Goldfield 1948-2000 21.2 88.8 100 -15
Tonopah airport 1954-2000 18.7 91.1 104 -15
Penoyer Valley 1967-2000 142 91.8 104 -21
Key Pitman 1964-1989 23.9 96.0 110 -3
Alamo 1948-1962 20.1 100.3 111 -3
Pahranagat Wildlife 1964-2000 270 97.9 112 -1
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3.2.3 Geology

The NTTR can be divided into two broad geologic regions. The northwestern area is mainly volcanic
rocks of late Cenozoic age, and the southeastern area is largely Paleozoic sedimentary rocks (USAF,
1997d).

Exposed rock formations (or units) range from Precambrian (older than 570 million years before
present (bp) to Quaternary (less than 1.6 million years bp.). Quaternary alluvium and lower Tertiary
volcanic rocks occur in and near the valleys as relatively large, irregular-shaped outcrops. The older
Precambrian strata are primarily mixed clastic and carbonate rocks, and occur in the mountains as
smaller, scattered, isolated outcrops. This distribution of rocks at the earth’s surface is a function of
covering from both volcanism and alluvial deposition, and also extensive fragmentation of the older
rocks, from multiple mountain-building events (USAF, 1994a).

Geologic strata on the NTTR represent many depositional environments and time periods. Upper
Precambrian and Lower Cambrian strata (550 to 650 million years bp) typically are mixed clastic
sediments (sandstone and shale) and carbonates (limestone), with some metasedimentary rocks
(quartzite and chert). The remainder of the Paleozoic section (245 to 550 million years bp) includes
a similar mix of rock types, with scattered volcanics occurring in the lower portion. There are few
Mesozoic rocks (66 to 245 million years bp). Lower Tertiary strata (Eocene, Oligocene, and
Miocene), which range in age from 5 to 58 million years bp, are dominated by volcanics, whereas
mixed sediments are generally present in the upper Tertiary sequence (Pliocene — 1.6 to 5.3 million
years bp). Quaternary sediments generally are unconsolidated debris shed from the erosion of
neighboring mountains (USAF, 1994a).

Tertiary volcanic rocks dominate the geology of the North Range. The Timber Mountain caldera is
one of several large centers of prehistoric volcanic activity (Byers et al., 1976; Huber, 1988). Other
volcanic centers include Black Mountain, the Cactus Range, Silent Canyon calderas, and the Mount
Helen dome. Welded and air-fall tuff, derived from these volcanic centers, extend throughout the
North Range, including the extensive tableland that forms western Pahute Mesa, the southern Cactus
and Kawich ranges, and Stonewall Mountain (Cornwall, 1972; USAF, 1997a).

The mountains on the South Range are dominated by Paleozoic carbonate rocks, with lesser amounts
of quartzite, sandstone, and shale. The valleys have thick deposits of late Tertiary and Quaternary
alluvium derived from erosion of adjacent mountain ranges. Lacustrine and fluvial sedimentary rocks,
deposited in shallow basins between the middle and late Tertiary, crop out in several areas,
particularly in the southern Spotted Range, the Pintwater Range, and the De